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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1-18 are pending in the application. The Examiner has rejected claims 1-3, 7, 13 and 
14. The Examiner has objected to claims 4-6, 8-12 and 15-18. Applicant respectfully requests 
reconsideration of claims 1-18. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 7, 13 and 14 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as allegedly being 
anticipated by Narayana et al. (US Patent No. 6,577,635). Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Regarding claim 7, Applicant submits the cited portions of the cited reference fail to disclose 
the subject matter of claim 7. As an example, Applicant submits the cited portions of the cited 
reference fail to disclose "a plurality of the schedulers of which each scheduler of the plurality of the 
schedulers is for scheduling the traffic directly from a unique portion of the queues and is associated 
with a respective register of a plurality of registers for storing information corresponding to an aspect 
of the respective unique portion of the queues.' 1 While the Examiner cites "(queuing engines, 316)" as 
allegedly disclosing "a plurality of registers," Applicant can find no teaching in the cited portions of 
the cited reference as to ". . .and is associated with a respective register of a plurality of registers for 
storing information corresponding to an aspect of the respective unique portion of the queues." Rather, 
Applicant notes col. 9, lines 46-52, as cited by the Examiner merely state, "Returning to FIG. 4, a CID 
controller 418 coupled to the queue controller 402 receives information from a queuing engine 3 1 6 
(FIG. 3) regarding packets being placed into the buffer 318 by the queuing engine 316 (FIG. 3). For 
example, for each packet, the queuing engine 316 may provide a CID, a length, a scheduler 
information and indicia of the free space available in the buffer 318." Therefore, Applicant submits 
claim 7 is in condition for allowance. 

Regarding claims 13 and 14, Applicant submits the cited portions of the cited reference fail to 
anticipate the subject matter of claims 13 and 14. As one example, Applicant submits the cited 
portions of the cited reference fail to disclose "initiating a scheduling decision set for a particular time 
interval by selecting, at a first traffic scheduler of the traffic schedulers in a first level of the levels, a 
second traffic scheduler of the traffic schedulers from a next lower level of the levels." While the 
Examiner cites "(master scheduler, 322)" and "(schedulers 320A and 320B)," Applicant sees no 
teaching as to such elements of the cited reference "initiating a scheduling decision set for a particular 
time interval by selecting, at a first traffic scheduler of the traffic schedulers in a first level of the 
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levels, a second traffic scheduler of the traffic schedulers from a next lower level of the levels." As 
another example, Applicant submits the cited portions of the cited reference fail to disclose 
"completing the scheduling decision set for the particular time interval by selecting, at the second 
traffic scheduler, a queue from which a next unit of the traffic will be scheduled." While the Examiner 
cites "(master scheduler selects which scheduler is to service which queue, based on priority or 
finishing times of packets, see Figs 15 and 17 and column 21, lines 1-8)," Applicant notes the subject 
claims do not recite "master scheduler selects which scheduler is to service which queue, based on 
priority or finishing times of packets." Moreover, Applicant does not find such teaching, nor teaching 
as to the actual subject matter of claims 13 and 14, in the cited portions of the cited reference. For 
example, Applicant notes "column 21, lines 1-8" state, "A different algorithm may be utilized to 
prioritize packets within a level. For example, assume multiple packets queued for retransmission all 
have the same priority. To order these packets for retransmission, another scheme may be used. For 
example, weighted fair queuing may be utilized based on anticipated finish times. This is useful 
because priority is resolved using a combination of strict priority and fair queuing algorithms." 
Applicant does not find the subject matter of claims 13 and 14 in such text. Therefore, Applicant 
submits the Examiner has not made a prima facie showing of anticipation with respect to claims 13 
and 14. Applicant submits claims 13 and 14 are in condition for allowance. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-3 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Nam et al. (US Patent Application Publication No. US 2003/0103514). Applicant respectfully 
disagrees. 

Regarding claims 1, 2 and 3, Applicant submits the cited portions of the cited reference fail to 
render obvious the subject matter of claims 1, 2, and 3. Applicant notes the Examiner acknowledges 
"Nam et al. does not disclose the use of the schedulers in a hierarchical arrangement of schedulers." 
The Examiner states, "However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, to 
implement the method of scheduling frames as taught by Nam et al. into a hierarchical arrangement of 
schedulers, since each scheduler performs this task, and the information for each queue can be made 
available to all schedulers." Applicant respectfully disagrees. Applicant submits the Examiner 
identifies no suggestion in the prior art as to "information for each queue can be made available to all 
schedulers." Moreover, Applicant notes claims 1, 2, and 3 do not recite "information for each queue 
can be made available to all schedulers." 
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Moreover, Applicant submits the cited portions of the cited reference fail to disclose or suggest 
other aspects of claims 1 , 2, and 3. As one example, Applicant submits the cited portions of the cited 
reference fail to disclose or suggest "determining, at the particular scheduler, a value equal to a count 
of the grants issued for the queue minus a size of the frame" and "selecting, at the particular scheduler, 
another queue from which additional ones of the data units may be sent responsive to the value being 
zero." While the Examiner cites "(CC=SP, if CC is equal to SP, the value will be 0, and the packet will 
be serviced, thus the scheduler moves onto the next queue, see lines 20-21)" as allegedly disclosing 
"selecting, at the particular scheduler, another queue from which additional ones of the data units may 
be sent responsive to the value being zero," Applicant sees no such teaching in the cited portion of the 
cited reference. For example, Applicant notes "lines 20-21" of paragraph [0038] recite, "the total size 
of packets of the connection i queuing in the packet pool 33." Applicant submits such text fails to 
disclose or suggest either what the Examiner alleges or what claims 1, 2, and 3 recite. 

As to claim 2, Applicant submits the cited portions of the cited reference fail to disclose or 
suggest "setting the count of the grants equal to the value." While the Examiner cites "(CC<SP, if CC 
is less than SP, then the CC is stored and the available credit for the next token is waited for until CC is 
equal to SP, see paragraph 38, lines 21-23)," Applicant notes "paragraph 38, lines 21-23" state "When 
a packet larger than the available credit AC is inputted, a difference between them is stored as the 
backlog size of the packet BS." However, Applicant submits such text fails to disclose or suggest 
"setting the count of grants..." in light of the Examiner's other allegations regarding teachings as to 
"... the count of the grants 

As to claim 3, Applicant submits the cited portions of the cited reference fail to disclose or 
suggest "responsive to the value being less than zero: setting the count of the grants equal to the 
value." While the Examiner cites "(if CC>SP, the backlogged packets stored as the backlog size of the 
packet can be serviced, thus there is still AC that can be used in the next queue, see paragraph 38, lines 
26-31)." However, Applicant submits such text fails to disclose or suggest "setting the count of 
grants..." in light of the Examiner's other allegations regarding teachings as to "...the count of the 
grants...." Moreover, Applicant submits such text fails to disclose or suggest "decrementing...." 
Accordingly, Applicant submits the Examiner has not made a prima facie showing of obviousness with 
respect to claims 1, 2, and 3. Thus, Applicant submits claims 1, 2 and 3 are in condition for allowance. 

The Examiner has objected to claims 4-6, 8-12 and 15-18 as being dependant upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
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the base claim and any intervening claims. As Applicant has presented arguments for the allowability 
of claims from which the objected claims depend, Applicant submits claims 4-6, 8-12, and 15-18 are in 
condition for allowance. 

In conclusion, Applicant has overcome all of the Office's rejections, and early notice of 
allowance to this effect is earnestly solicited. If, for any reason, the Office is unable to allow the 
Application on the next Office Action, and believes a telephone interview would be helpful, the 
Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the undersigned attorney. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Attorney for Applicant(s) 

Ross D. Snyder & Associates, Inc. 



POBox 164075 
Austin, Texas 78716-4075 
(512) 347-9223 (phone) 
(512) 347-9224 (fax) 
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